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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 1 through 4, 6 through 10, 13, 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Pett et al. (US Patent 6,240,178) in view of Atkinson et al. (US Patent 
5,093,856). 

3. Regarding Claim 1, Pett discloses a subscriber loop (i.e., digital signal line transmission) 
system (Fig. 3; column 2, lines 28-45) comprising: a subscriber loop (i.e., communication line) 
(Fig. 3, reference 30) between a central office (i.e., carrier) (Fig. 3, reference 22) and a customer 
premises (i.e., user terminal) (Fig. 3, reference 26); a bridged tap (i.e., abridgetap line corinected 
to the communication line) (Fig. 3, reference 32); a bridged tap terminator (i.e., adaptor) (Fig. 3, 
reference 50) connected to the bridged tap; the terminator (i.e. adaptor) including a capacitor 
(Fig. 7; reference CA, CL) and therefore inherently having a capacitance; wherein the adapter 
provides impedance matching (column 1, lines 61-63) that inherently reduces reflections (i.e., 
echoes) and improves reception of signals (i.e., rate of data transmission). Therefore, Pett 
anticipates all elements of Claim 1 except the adaptor including a capacitor in parallel with one 
of another capacitor and a diode. Atkinson discloses the use of a diode (Fig. 2, reference 235; 
column 4, lines 45-47) to protect components from surges on a telephone line. It would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to apply the parallel diode as 
taught by Atkinson to the capacitor in the system taught by Atkinson for the purpose of 
protecting the capacitor from surges. 
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4. Regarding Claim 2, as shown above apropos of Claim 1, the combination of Pett and 
Atkinson makes obvious all elements except the capacitance being between approximately 0.04 
and 2.0 microfarads. Pett does not disclose expressly the capacitance being between 
approximately 0.04 and 2.0 microfarads. At the time the invention was made, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to utilize capacitance between approximately 
0.04 and 2.0 microfarads. Applicant has not disclosed that the capacitance being between 
approximately 0.04 and 2.0 microfarads provides an advantage, is used for a particular purpose, 
or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, furthermore, would have expected 
applicant's invention to perform equally well with a capacitance of 0.023 microfarads (Pett: 
column 5, lines 25-29) because of the extreme variability in the properties of the bridged tap. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
combination of Pett and Atkinson to obtain the invention as specified in Claim 2. 

5. Regarding Claim 3, as shown above apropos of Claim 1, the combination of Pett and 
Atkinson makes obvious all elements except the capacitance being approximately 0.05 
microfarads. Pett does not disclose expressly the capacitance being approximately 0.05 
microfarads. At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to utilize capacitance of approximately 0.05. Applicant has not disclosed 
that the capacitance being approximately 0.05 microfarads provides an advantage, is used for a 
particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, furthermore, 
would have expected applicant's invention to perform equally well with a capacitance of 0.023 
microfarads (Pett: column 5, Unes 25-29) because of the extreme variability in the properties of 
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the bridged tap. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the combination of Pett and Atkinson to obtain the invention as specified in Claim 3. 

6. Regarding Claim 4, as shown above apropos of Claim 1, the combination of Pett and 
Atkinson makes obvious all elements except the capacitance being approximately 0.068 
microfarads. Pett does not disclose expressly the capacitance being approximately 0.068 
microfarads. At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to utilize capacitance of approximately 0.068. AppUcant has not 
disclosed that the capacitance being approximately 0.068 microfarads provides an advantage, is 
used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, 
furthermore, would have expected applicant's invention to perform equally well with a 
capacitance of 0.023 microfarads (Pett: column 5, lines 25-29) because of the extreme variability 
in the properties of the bridged tap. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the combination of Pett and Atkinson to obtain the invention as 
specified in Claim 4. 

7. Regarding Claim 6, the additional recitation, "said adaptor changes a resonance 
characteristic of said bridgetap line to that of a bridgetap line that is approximately 300 feet 
longer" does not patentably distinguish the claim. While features of an apparatus may be recited 
either structurally or functionally, claims directed to an apparatus must be distinguished from the 
prior art in terms of structure rather than function. See in re Schreiber, 128 F.3d 1473, 1477-78, 
44 USPQ2d 1429,1431-32 (Fed Cir. 1997). 

8. Claims 7, 9 and 10 are similarly directed to recitations of function rather than structure. 
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9. Regarding Claim 8, as shown above apropos of Claim 1, the combination of Pett and 
Atkinson makes obvious all elements except the bridgetap splicing into the line within 
approximately 1000 feet from the user terminal. Applicant discloses as prior art a bridgetap 
within approximately 1000 feet from the user terminal (disclosure: Fig. 1, reference A, B; p. 2. 
lines 13-14). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
select a bridgetap within 1000 feet of the user terminal as is admitted as prior art for the bridged 
tap terminator taught by Pett for the purpose of mitigating degradation caused by the bridgetap. 

10. Regarding Claim 13, Pett fiirther discloses the terminator connected at the other end of 
the bridged tap from the subscriber loop (Fig. 3, reference 30, 32, 50). 

11. Regarding Claim 22, Pett discloses terminating a bridged tap (Fig. 3, reference 32) on a 
subscriber loop (i.e., communication line) (Fig. 3; column 2, lines 28-45) between a central 
office (i.e., carrier) (Fig. 3, reference 22) and a customer premises (i.e., user terminal) (Fig. 3, 
reference 26) with a capacitaace of 23 nanofarads (0.023 microfarads). The capacitance of 26 
gauge telephone line is on the order of 0.07 microfarads per mile (see Reference Data for Radio 
Engineers, p. 111). As such, the terminator disclosed by Pett adds capacitance (i.e., a resonance 
characteristic) equivalent to an additional bridged tap length of (0.023/0.07) 5280 feet or 1740 
feet. As such, the terminator disclosed by Pett inherently changes the capacitance of the bridged 
tap to that of a bridgetap longer than 650 feet. Therefore, Pett anticipates all elements of Claim 
22 except the adaptor including a capacitor in parallel with one of another capacitor and a diode. 
Atkinson discloses the use of a diode (Fig. 2, reference 235; column 4, lines 45-47) to protect 
components from surges on a telephone line. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
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at the time of the invention to apply the parallel diode as taught by Atkinson to the capacitor in 
the system taught by Atkinson for the purpose of protecting the capacitor from surges. 

12. Regarding Claim 23, Pett further discloses providing DSL (i.e., digital subscriber line) 
service (column 3, lines 10-22). 

13. Claims 5, 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pett 
in view of Atkinson and further in view of Schmidt et al. (US Patent 6,389, 1 09). 

14. Regarding Claim 5, as stated above apropos of Claim 1, the combination of Pett and 
Atkinson makes obvious all elements except a bridgetap line length between approximately 250 
and 650 feet. Schmidt discloses substantial degradation due to bridged taps of length between 
about 200 and 700 feet (column 9, lines 63-67). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the 
art at the time of the invention to select bridged tap lengths between about 250 and 600 feet as 
taught by Schmidt for the bridged tap terminator taught by Pett for the purpose of mitigating the 
degradation. 

1 5. Regarding Claim 24, Pett discloses a subscriber loop (i.e., digital signal line 
transmission) system (Fig. 3; column 2, lines 28-45) comprising: a subscriber loop (i.e., 
communication line) (Fig. 3, reference 30) between a central office (i.e., carrier) (Fig. 3, 
reference 22) and a customer premises (i.e., user terminal) (Fig. 3, reference 26); a bridged tap 
(i.e., a bridgetap line connected to the communication line) (Fig, 3, reference 32); a bridged tap 
terminator (i.e., adaptor) (Fig. 3, reference 50) connected to the bridged tap; the terminator 
(i.e. adaptor) having a capacitance (Fig. 7; reference CA, CL). As such, Pett anticipates all 
elements except the adaptor including a capacitor in parallel with one of another capacitor and a 
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diode and the capacitance being between approximately 0.04 and 2.0 microfarads and a 
bridgetap line length between approximately 250 and 650 feet. Atkinson discloses the use of a 
diode (Fig. 2, reference 235; column 4, lines 45-47) to protect components from surges on a 
telephone line. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
apply the parallel diode as taught by Atkinson to the capacitor in the system taught by Atkinson 
for the purpose of protecting the capacitor from surges. Schmidt discloses substantial 
degradation due to bridged taps of length between about 200 and 700 feet (column 9, lines 63- 
67). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to select 
bridged tap lengths between about 250 and 600 feet as taught by Schmidt for the bridged tap 
terminator taught by Pett for the purpose of mitigating the degradation. Therefore, the 
combination of Pett, Atkinson and Schmidt makes obvious all elements except the capacitance 
being between approximately 0.04 and 2.0 microfarads. At the time the invention v^as made, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to utilize capacitance between 
approximately 0.04 and 2.0 microfarads. Apphcant has not disclosed that the capacitance being 
between approximately 0.04 and 2.0 microfarads s provides an advantage, is used for a particular 
purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, ftirthermore^ would have 
expected applicant's invention to perform equally well with a capacitance of 0.023 microfarads 
(Pett: column 5, lines 25-29) because of the extreme variability in the properties of the bridged 
tap. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
combination of Pett, Atkinson and Schmidt to obtain the invention as specified in Claim 24. 
16. Regarding Claim 25, Pett further discloses providing DSL (i.e., digital subscriber line) 
service (column 3, lines 10-22). 


Application/Control Number: 09/597, 1 54 
Art Unit: 2644 


Pages 


17. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pett in view of 
Atkinson and further in view of Martin (US Patent 4,622,442). As stated above apropos of 
Claim 1, the combination of Pett and Atkinson makes obvious all elements except the 
capacitance having a voltage rating of at least 1 50 volts. Schmidt discloses lightning induces 
voltages as large as 1000 volts in subscriber loops (column 5, lines 33-36). It would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to select a capacitor voltage rating to 
withstand expected lightning induced, voltages as large as 1000 volts as taught by Martin in the 
bridged tap terminator taught by Pett for the purpose of avoiding destruction of the terminator. 

18. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pett in view of 
Atkinson and fiirther in view of Charles et al. (US Patent 4,622,442). As stated above apropos of 
Claim 1, the combination of Pett and Atkinson makes obvious all elements except the adaptor 
being water-tight. Charles discloses the use of a water-tight enclosure for outside plant 
equipment (column 3, lines 7-10). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the 
time of the invention to use a water-tight enclosure as taught by Charles for the bridged tap 
temiinator taught by Pett for the purpose of protecting the terminator against adverse weather 
conditions, water infiltration and corrosive environments. 

19. Claims 14 through 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pett 
in view of Atkinson and further in view of Schmidt and further in view of Martin and further in 
view of Charles. 
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20. Claim 14 is essentially similar to Claim 2 with the additional limitations of Claims 5, 12 
and 13. In addition, as stated above apropos of Claim 13, Pett further discloses the terminator 
connected at the other end of the bridged tap from the subscriber loop. Therefore, as stated 
above apropos of Claim 2, the combination of Pett and Atkinson is shown to make obvious all 
elements except a bridgetap line length between approximately 250 and 650 feet and the adaptor 
being water-tight. Schmidt discloses substantial degradation due to bridged taps of length 
between about 200 and 700 feet (column 9, lines 63-67). It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention to select bridged tap lengths between about 250 and 
600 feet as taught by Schmidt for the bridged tap terminator taught by Pett for the purpose of 
mitigating the degradation. Charles discloses the use of a water-tight enclosure for outside plant 
equipment (column 3, hues 7-10). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the 
time of the invention to use a water-tight enclosure as taught by Charles for the bridged tap 
terminator taught by Pett for the purpose of protecting the terminator against adverse weather 
conditions, water infiltration and corrosive environments. 

21. Regarding Claim 15, as shown above apropos of Claim 14, the combination of Pett, 
Atkinson, Schmidt, Martin and Charles is shown to make obvious all elements except the 
capacitance being approximately 0.05 microfarads. The combination does not disclose expressly 
the capacitance being approximately 0.05 microfarads. At the time the invention was made, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to utiUze capacitance of 
approximately 0.05 microfarads. Applicant has not disclosed that the capacitance being 
approximately 0.05 microfarads provides an advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or solves 
a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, furthermore, would have expected apphcant's 
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invention to perform equally well with a capacitance of 0.023 microfarads (Pett: column 5, lines 
25-29) because of the extreme variability in the properties of the bridged tap. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the combination to obtain 
the invention as specified in Claim 15. 

22. Regarding Claim 16, as shown above apropos of Claim 14, the combination of Pett, 
Atkinson, Schmidt, Martin and Charles is shown to make obvious all elements except the 
capacitance being approximately 0.068 microfarads. The combination does not disclose 
expressly the capacitance being approximately 0.068 microfarads. At the time the invention was 
made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to utilize capacitance of 
approximately 0.068 microfarads. Applicant has not disclosed that the capacitance being 
approximately 0.068 microfarads provides an advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or 
solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, furthermore, would have expected 
applicant's invention to perform equally well with a capacitance of 0.023 microfarads (Pett: 
column 5, lines 25-29) because of the extreme variability in the properties of the bridged tap. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
combination to obtain the invention as specified in Claim 16. 

23. Regarding Claim 17, the additional recitation, "said adaptor changes a resonance 
characteristic of said bridgetap line to that of a bridgetap line that is approximately 300 feet 
longer" does not patentably distinguish the claim. While features of an apparatus may be recited 
either structurally or functionally, claims directed to an apparatus must be distinguished from the 
prior ait in terms of structure rather than function. See in re Schreiber, 128 F.3d 1473, 1477-78, 
44 USPQ2d 1429,1431-32 (Fed. Cir. 1997). 
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24. Claims 18, 20 and 21 are similarly directed to recitations of function rather than structure. 

25. Regarding Claim 19, as shown above apropos of Claim 14, the combination of Pett, 
Atkinson, Schmidt, Martin and Charles is shown to make obvious all elements except the 
bridgetap spUcing into the line within approximately 1000 feet from the user terminal. Applicant 
discloses as prior art bridgetap within approximately 1000 feet from the user terminal 
(disclosure: Fig. 1, reference A, B; p. 2, lines 13-14). It would have been obvious to one skilled 
in the art at the time of the invention to select a bridgetap within 1000 feet of the user terminal as 
is admitted as prior art for the combination of Pett, Atkinson, Schmidt, Martin and Charles for 
the purpose of mitigating degradation caused by the bridgetap. 

Response to Arguments 

26. Applicant's arguments filed 22 July 2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

27. Regarding Claims 1, 14 and 22, appHcant alleges that the cited prior art fails to disclose a 
capacitor in parallel with one of another capacitor or a diode. Examiner respectfiilly disagrees. 
As shown above in the rejections of these claims, Atkinson teaches that a parallel diode protects 
components fr om surges on telephone lines. As such, teaching and motivation to combine for 
this element are shown. 

28. Regarding Claims 1,14 and 22, applicant further alleges that the cited prior art fails to 
disclose reduction of the effect of echo on a rate of data transmission. Examiner respectftilly 
disagrees. As shown above in the rejections of these claims, Pett teaches a bridge tap terminator 
that includes impedance matching. It is well known in the art that impedance matching between 
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a transmission line and a load reduces reflections (i.e., echoes) on the transmission line. Pett 
further teaches (Fig. 2; column 3, hne 61 through column 4, line 4) that the terminator permits 
more of the DSL bandwidth to be used (i.e., reduction of effect on rate of data transmission). As 
such, teaching for this element is shown. 

29. Regarding Claim 14, applicant alleges that the specification discloses increased data 
transmission rates associated with capacitance values claimed. Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
The portions of the specification cited (i.e., pages 6 and 7) disclose only that a capacitance in the 
range claimed will achieve the desired result and not that other ranges or values will not. 
Further, while applicant discloses certain values "are preferred" for certain wire gauges, there is 
no disclosure that indicates that these values provide an advantage, are used for a particular 
purpose or solve a stated problem relative to values outside the range, 

30. Applicant has made no arguments regarding Claim 24. 

31. Applicant's arguments regarding dependant claims are limited to their dependence from 
the independent claims. As such, these arguments are unpersuasive for the reasons stated above. 


Conclusion 

32. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time pohcy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutoiy period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
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the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel Swerdlow whose telephone number is 703-305-4088. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday between 8:00 AM and 4:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Forrester Isen can be reached on 703-305-4386. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubHshed applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Pubhc PAIR, Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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